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Clark, Supreme Com, Utah 
ROBERT J. DEBRY - A0849 
ROBERT J. DEBRY & ASSOCIATES 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
4252 South 700 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah, 84107 
Telephone: (801) 262-8915 
IN THE SUPREME COURT FOR THE STATE OF UTAH 
ROSE MITCHELL, 
Plaintiff and 
Appellant, 
vs, 
HILLHAVEN CORPORATION 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPANT 
BENEFIT TRUST, 
Defendant and 
Respondent. 
MEMORANDUM OF NEWLY 
UNCOVERED AUTHORITY 
Case No, 20665 
In support of Point II of her Reply Brief, the 
appellant offers the case of Celotex Corp, v. Catrett, 54 
U.S. Law Week 4775, No, 85-198 (1986). In Celotex, the 
Court specifically stated that "supporting affidavits" were 
not a prerequisite in moving for or opposing Summary 
Judgment. The Court explained that: 
Rule 56(e) permits a proper summary 
judgment motion to be opposed by any of 
the kinds of evidentiary materials 
listed in Rule 56 (c) , except the mere 
pleadings themselves, and it is from 
this list that one would normally expect 
the nonmoving party to make the showing 
to which we have referred. 
Id. at 4777. [Emphasis added.] 
DATED t h i s ,3,0 day of < Jjj-drnUili , 1986 
ROBERT J. DEBRY & ASSOCIATES 
Attorneys for Plaintiff/ 
Appellant 
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